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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
KATIE JO MEYER,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 48356-2020
ADA COUNTY NO. CR-FE-2016-349

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Katie Jo Meyer was on probation for her 2016 conviction for heroin possession. She
suffered for years with a severe mental health disorder, and because of that disorder, was
incapable of understanding the risks and benefits of treatment. She struggled to stay on her
prescribed medications, and consequently she struggled to manage her drug addiction, despite
incarcerations and classes.

In 2020, after Ms. Meyer admitted violating the terms of her

probation, the district court decided to revoke probation and execute her underlying prison
sentence.
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Ms. Meyer argues that in light of her severe underlying mental health disorders, the court
should have reinstated her on probation with mental health treatment. She asserts the court
abused its discretion by revoking probation.
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
In 2016, Katie Jo Meyer pled guilty to possessing heroin and received a suspended
sentence of seven years, with one and one-half years fixed, and the district court placed her on
probation. (Aug.R., p.42.)1 A few months later, Ms. Meyer had a mental health breakdown and
in September of 2016, her probation officer had her arrested and jailed for not taking prescription
medications, and not checking herself into a mental health hospital. (Aug.R., pp.58-75, 81;
Aug.Tr., p.56, Ls.4-6.) The court ordered Ms. Meyer committed and she remained in state
custody for three months while the State stabilized her condition via medications. (Conf.Docs.,
p.33-40; Aug. Tr. Vol.1, p.22, Ls.14-16.) In March of 2017, after finding Ms. Meyer fit to
proceed, the district court revoked and reinstated probation. (Aug.R., p.98; Aug.Tr. Vol.1, p.17,
Ls.24-25.)
In June of 2017, Ms. Meyer’s probation officer again sought a warrant to arrest
Ms. Meyer for violating probation. (R., p.23.) Ms. Meyer admitted violating her probation and
in October of 2017, the court again revoked and reinstated her probation, with the added
condition that Ms. Meyer participate in substance abuse treatment and take a critical thinking
class. (R., p.50.)

However, Ms. Meyer had further relapses and in April of 2018, the district

court revoked probation and ordered Ms. Meyer to complete a rider program at the Department
of Correction (IDOC). (R., p.97.)
1

Citations to “Aug.R.” and “Aug.Tr.” refer to clerk’s record and transcript filed in the prior
appeal in this criminal case, State v. Meyer, Appeal No. 44982-2017, which was ordered
augmented into the appellate record in this appeal. (See “Order Augmenting Appeal,” dated
November 9, 2020.)
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At the IDOC, Ms. Meyer denied she needed mental health treatment and her behavior
spiraled out of control. (Conf.Docs., pp.20-32.) The IDOC terminated her from the program and
Ms. Meyer was transported back to jail. (Conf.Docs., pp.20-32.) On counsel’s motion, the
district court again ordered Ms. Meyer committed for a mental competency evaluation.
(R., p.109.) The examining psychologist, Dr. Chad Sombke, concluded:
Ms. Meyer does not understand the risks and benefits of treatment and she does
not have the capacity to make informed decisions about treatment. She currently
refusing all psychotropic medications at the jail and she is in need of a psychiatric
intervention at a psychiatric facility.
(Conf.Docs., p.37 (emphasis added).)
Ms. Meyer was hospitalized again, and her mental health was restored by medications.
Conf.Docs., pp.37-40.) However, her Discharge Report cautioned:
It is highly critical that Ms. Meyer’s prescribed psychiatric medications or
comparable psychiatric medications be continued while in jail to maintain her
fitness to proceed. If she does not receive her medications, she may decompensate
and require re-hospitalization.
(Conf.Docs., p.40 (emphasis added).)
Following her release from the hospital, and back on her medications, Ms. Meyer was
able to successfully complete the rider program, and she earned the IDOC’s recommendation for
probation. (Conf.Docs., p.41.) In March of 2019, the district court placed her back on probation.
(R., pp.118-122.)
Ms. Meyer struggled on probation; she stopped taking her medications and had further
relapses with illicit drugs. (Conf.Docs., pp.61, 75.) In the fall of 2019, when she met with her
probation officer, Ms. Meyer reported relapsing by using heroin and poor mental health,
including paranoia. (Conf.Docs., p.75.) However, re-hospitalization was not requested. Instead,
her probation officer had Ms. Meyer arrested and in February of 2020, the State filed a probation
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violation report requesting probation be revoked.

(R., p.134.)

At the time of her arrest,

Ms. Meyer was unemployed and living at City of Light homeless shelter for women, and she had
used the gas money her parents gave her to buy methamphetamine. (Conf.Docs., p.74.)
In June of 2020, Ms. Meyer admitted violating her probation by using methamphetamine
and failing to pay her court-ordered fines. (R., p.163; Tr., p.10, L.2 – p.11, L.3.) The court
referred Ms. Meyer to mental health court, but because she was refusing medication at the time
of her interview, her application was declined. (R., p.166; Tr., p.17, L.16 – p.18, L.6.) The
presentence investigator recommended Ms. Meyer’s probation be revoked, stating: “I believe it
is time to end Ms. Meyer's probation; this is the fourth time she has violated it and I see nothing
in the record to suggest the Court could expect a different outcome if it were to reinstate
probation again.” (Conf.Docs., p.78.)
By the time of her disposition hearing in September of 2020, Ms. Meyer was back on her
medications and stable, and she asked for another chance on probation. (Tr., p.19, Ls.16-19.)
The court denied her request and revoked probation, ordering the underlying prison sentence to
be executed.

(Tr., p.23, Ls.16-21; R., pp.169-72.)

The court remarked that Ms. Meyer’s

behavior was “the same behavior of not remaining medication compliant,” and urged Ms. Meyer
to make “the mature decision” to accept her medications in the future. (Tr., p.22, L.1 – p.23,
L.15.)
Ms. Meyer filed a timely Notice of Appeal from the revocation order. (R., p.174.) See
I.A.R. 14(a).
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it revoked Ms. Meyer’s probation?
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Revoking Ms. Meyer’s Probation
A.

Introduction
Ms. Meyer admits she violated the terms of her probation. (Tr., p.10, L.2 – p.11, L.3.)

She claims, however, that she does not present a threat to society and that, in light of her
underlying mental health problems, the court’s decision to revoke probation and send her to
prison represents an abuse of the court’s discretion.

B.

Standard Of Review
When the trial court properly finds a defendant violated a condition of her probation, the

decision whether to revoke probation is left to the discretion of the district court. State v.
Garner, 161 Idaho 708, 710 (2017). Thus, on appeal, the decision to revoke probation is
reviewed under an abuse of discretion standard. Id. Under the abuse of discretion standard, the
appellate court engages in a multi-tier inquiry to determine “whether the trial court: (1) correctly
perceived the issue as one of discretion; (2) acted within the outer boundaries of its discretion;
(3) acted consistently with the legal standards applicable to the specific choices available to it;
and (4) reached its decision by the exercise of reason.” State v. Le Veque, 164 Idaho 110, 113
(2018).

C.

The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Revoking Ms. Meyer’s Probation
“The purpose of probation is to give the defendant an opportunity to be rehabilitated

under proper control and supervision.” State v. Mummert, 98 Idaho 452, 454 (1977). However,
5

Ms. Myer’s probation did not provide her a meaningful opportunity to be rehabilitated, as her
basic mental health needs were never adequately addressed. As previously reported to the
district court, Ms. Meyer suffered from a debilitating mental health disorder,2 a diagnosis also
known to the Department of Correction. (See Conf.Docs., pp.36, 77.) Moreover, Dr. Sombke
had informed the court that, due to her psychiatric disorders, “Ms. Meyer does not understand the
risks and benefits of treatment and she does not have the capacity to make informed decisions
about treatment.” (Conf.Docs., pp.37, 39.) Yet, instead of taking action to ensure Ms. Meyer
was receiving the medications she clearly needed for her serious mental health disorder, the
probation supervision plan focused on illicit drug use. (Conf.Docs., p.63.) Likewise, the district
court’s remark that Ms. Meyer make the “mature decision” to take her medications (Tr., p.22,
L.1 – p.23, L.15), even if well-intended, misapprehends severe mental illnesses.
Psychotropic

Medication

Non-Adherence

And

Its

Associated

See

Factors

(https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6966860) (last visited March 16, 2021.)
Ms. Meyer is young, but attributing her medication non-adherence to a lack of maturity is
misdirected.

Instead, medication non-compliance for persons like Ms. Meyer is rooted in the

mental illness itself.

Id.

See e.g., Clinical Challenges: Adherence to Psychiatric Drugs

(https://www.medpagetoday.com/clinical-challenges/apa-psych-drug-use/80119)

(last

visited

March 16, 2021) (“There is strong evidence that long-acting injectable medications are helpful
for reducing the risk of relapses and hospitalization for those with schizophrenia and substance
use disorders.”)
Ms. Meyer needs medical treatment for her severe mental health disorders, not
incarceration. Given the prior evaluations in the record regarding Ms. Meyer’s mental health
2

Ms. Meyer’s specific diagnoses are detailed in the Confidential Record. See Conf.Docs., pp.36,
77.)
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condition, probation with effective treatment should have been the priority. Sending Ms. Meyer
to prison, where her underlying problem is her untreated mental disorder is, as defense counsel
stated, putting “a square peg in a round hole.” (Tr., p.18, Ls.7-12.) The district court’s decision
to do so in this case represents a failure of reason, amounting to an abuse of discretion under the
fourth prong of the abuse-of-discretion standard.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Meyer respectfully requests that this Court vacate the order revoking probation, and
remand her case to the district court with directions that her probation be reinstated.
DATED this 23rd day of March, 2021.

/s/ Kimberly A. Coster
KIMBERLY A. COSTER
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 23rd day of March, 2021, I caused a true and correct
copy of the foregoing APPELLANT’S BRIEF to be served as follows:
KENNETH K. JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
E-Service: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant
KAC/eas

7

